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Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 

Dr. Breen advised that Dr. O'Brien, who was attending a meeting in 

connection with the Capital Campaign, would be a few minutes late in 


arriving at the Senate meeting. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
RIPSTEIN, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF 
NOVEMBER 26 AND DECEMBER 17, 1982, BE APPROVED. 
MOTION CARRIED. 


Chairman's Remarks 


Concerning the Agenda, Dr. Breen explained that Chairman's Remarks and 
Question Period, (Agenda Items III and IV), would be set aside pending Dr. 
O'Brien's arrival; that there were no appointments to be made at today's 
meeting, (Agenda Item VI); and that Strategic Planning for the University 
and the Report Regarding Advisory Structures for Computer Resources and 
Utilization, (Agenda Items VII and VIII, respectively), were the two main 
items for discussion at this meeting. 


83-1-4 


83-1-5 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


There were no reports. 


Strategic Planning for the University 


Phase II; University Mission Study 


Prof. Brunet, in presenting document US-83-1-D1 on behalf of the Steering 
Committee of Senate, explained that the feeling of the Committee was that 
while the Phase II Report on a Mission and Strategy for the University 
provided some new insights, it was really not very specific and did not lend 
itself specifically to debate and discussion on the various issues. After 
considering a number of ways in which to focus the Senate debate, the 
Steering Committee concluded that the most effective way was to propose a 
counterpoint to each of the 5 key elements listed in the Phase II, Mission 
Study Report. He explained that each "Key Element" in document 
US-83-1-Dl was a direct quote from the Phase II Report, and that each 
"Counterpoint" was another viable option, which did not necessarily 
represent the views of the Steering Committee, but rather, it represented a 
starting point for Senate discussion. 


Dean Taddeo advised that he wished to make a statement, which he hoped 
would contribute in some way to the Senate discussion which was about to 
take place on the Phase II Report on the , University Mission Study. It was 
subsequently suggested and agreed that his statement, which follows, be 
entered verbatim into the record: 


"In all honesty, I am not an ardent reader of the Minutes of previous 
Senate meetings. In the light of the debate, or non-debate, which 
took place in this body concerning the Fahey Committee Report, and 
especially in the light of the official and unofficial reactions which 
have been forthcoming to the Phase II University Mission Study 
Report, I decided to review more closely the Minutes of the 
November 26, 1982 meeting of Senate. 


As [had recalled it, nothing of substance emanated from that 
meeting and my re-read of the Minutes confirmed my recollection. 
There were, perhaps, several reasons for this. Student 
representatives were dissatisfied because they felt they had been 
excluded from the process. The four academic Faculties each 
responded to the Fahey Committee report and indeed, to the Phase I 
report, from their particular perspectives. It could be too that since 
there existed no clear identification of priorities and the means by 
which these priorities would be implemented, no one felt particularly 
threatened - hence the low decibel volume of reaction. Full-time 
faculty were more concerned with an interim salary settlement in late 
November, than in long-term planning. This too, may have been a 
contributing factor. 


I mention this, Mr. Chairman, because I feel that we find ourselves 
in an analogous situation today. Student response to the Phase II 
report is, to put it mildly, negative. Those Faculties which have 
discussed it seem to be in search of a clear, action-oriented 
document. Permit me to present to Senate my analysis of the 
situation and to give my interpretation of the Phase II report. Lest 
anyone misinterpret my intervention, this is not intended as an 
Apologia pro Labore suo. I speak not as a member of the Phase II 
Steering Committee nor as Dean of Division I in the Faculty of Arts 
and Science. I speak rather as a member of Senate, a product of one 
of Concordia's two founding institutions, who believes that this 
University has a vital role to play in the Quebec of tomorrow and 
who believes also that the more firmly Concordia University decides 
which course of action to follow, the more secure will be its position 
as an integral part of Montreal's and Quebec's University reseau - 
provided, obviously, the course of action we decide to follow is the 
right one. 


Phase I identified eight possible opportunities for this University. 
These were defined subsequent to consultation with various 
constituents of the outside community and some members of the 
University Community. We could question, legitimately, the 
representativity of those interviewed. Be that as it may, the 
University decided to move from Phase I to Phase II. As I 
understand it, Phase II was to synthesize those elements of the eight 
opportunities which seemed appropriate for Concordia University 
and if there was a need, to provide opportunities which had not been 
identified previously. Subsequent to Phase IJ, a final mission for 
Concordia would be determined and mechanisms would be 
established to assure that planning and resource allocation would be 
coherent and consistent with this mission for the future. 


I have the distinct impression that the Phase II Report has not 
succeeded in this respect. To quote a few of the comments which I 
have heard - first-hand and second-hand - 'It is a motherhood 
statement’; 'It is pie in the sky’; 'It offers no direction’; 'It is not 
action oriented’. I could venture a guess at what the reaction would 
have been had the Phase II report been 'A fatherhood statement’; 
‘Down to earth; 'Directed' and "Action oriented' - but I will leave 
that to the months to come. 


As I see it, Mr. Chairman, the Phase II report does provide the 
following elements which were not present in the Phase I report: it 
makes a statement concerning the philosophy of education, essential 
to any 'academic' University; it identifies three opportunities which 
build upon our acquired reputation in the Montreal and Quebec 
communities. What is missing, is a context for the discussion of 
these opportunities. With your permission, I would like to attempt to 
provide a context which could make each one of the opportunities 
more meaningful and perhaps contribute to today's discussion. 


Where does Concordia stand in the University system in Quebec? A 
study conducted by the Direction Général de l'enseignement et de la 
recherche universitaires on the University system in Montreal was 
tabled last spring, more specifically in March 1982. This 
comparative study of Montreal's four universities provided an 
analysis of each institution's major characteristics. It is not my 
intention to review today each one of those elements. I would 
simply like to provide the highlights concerning Concordia 
University. 


The Ministry of Education Document defines Concordia University 
as a ‘Université a vocation générale d'enseignement et de recherche, 
offrant des programmes d'enseignement dans de nombreux secteurs 
academiques, sauf la médecine et le droit'. According to 1979/1980 
data, we rank third in student population behind l'Université de 
Montréal and just behind McGill. We were at that time the least 
costly University in Montreal, with 22.5% of the city's University 
population and only 13.4% of budgets given to Montreal 
universities. We were, in 1979, very accessible, accepting 67% of 
all applications compared to a 50% acceptance rate in the reseau; 
62% of students applying to quota programmes were accepted as 
opposed to 40% in the reseau; 447. of our students were in quota 
programmes versus 41% for the reseau. We offered, at that time, by 
far the largest number of undergraduate programmes in comparison 
to other universities - yet - our bank of courses was equivalent to the 
other universities (26 courses per 100 students); in absolute 
numbers, this bank of courses was inferior by 15% to McGill's and 
by 25% to the Université de Montréal's. Five percent of our total 
expenditures were directed towards research compared to an average 
15% for the other Montreal universities. Concomittantly, funded 
research at Concordia in 1979/1980 was on a par with UQUAM but 
significantly inferior to l'Université de Montr6al and McGill, even 
when we compare only disciplines common to these universities. 
Sixty-seven percent of our professors possessed the Ph.D. 
compared to 60% for the Montreal réseau; we had 38 full-time 
faculty per 1000 students, whereas other Montreal 
universities.had.48.6 full-time faculty per 1000 students; we had 
6.1 part-time faculty per 1000 students while the others had 12 per 
1000 students. When it comes to space, during the 1980-1981 
academic year, based on a ratio of inventoried space over space 
norms, l'Université de Montr6al was 1.02 above the norm; 
UQUAM was 1.14; McGill -1.14; Concordia was .83. Taken 
together, the ratio for the French r6seau on the Island of Montreal 
was 1.057; for the English réseau, it was 1.022. Finally, according 
to the demographic hypothesis retained by the Ministry, the 
enrolment in French universities is expected to decline from 41,594 
NFTs in 1979/1980 to 40,164 NFTs by 2001/2002, whereas in the 
English universities, it is expected to go from 36,388 to 30,244 
NFTs by 2001/2002; this represents a decline of 3% in the former 
and 17% in the latter. The Ministry emphasizes the fact that in 
1979/1980 in Montreal's English universities, the 


demographic/linguistic composition was as follows: 17.7% 
non-Quebec residents and, from among the 82.3% students residing 
in Quebec, 50.7% were anglophone, 17.5% were francophone and 
14.1% were allophone. The concluding remark is: 'On peut 
constater que seulement la moitié des clientéles des universités 
anglaises sont composés d'anglo-quebecois'. What will be the 
situation in the year 2001/2002? Given the latest reports from the 
1981 census to the effect that Quebec's non-francophone population 
will be reduced to 15% of the total population by the year 2000, 
perhaps the Ministry is forecast of a 17% decline in English 
universities was optimistic! 


So much for the data. Are there not questions of a broader scope 
which we should keep in mind in reviewing the five opportunities? 
More specifically, are there not questions which any 
English-speaking public institution ought to keep in mind as it plans 
for its future in Quebec? I can think of at least three such questions 
and I shall make them as explicit as possible. 


bs What will Concordia's constituency be in 
2001/2002, as compared to the constituency of 
McGill, UQUAM and l'Université de Montréal? 


2. What role will Concordia play in the Montreal and 
Quebec communities in 2001/2002, as compared to 
McGill, UQUAM and l'Université de Montréal? 


ey What will so distinguish Concordia and McGill in 
2001/2002 that will enable a society which is 
composed 85% of French-Canadians to justify 
support for two major English-language universities 
in the City of Montreal - within a stone's throw the 
one from the other? 


It is in the light of all the above that we ought to begin to 
study the five opportunities. It is in light, also, of our current 
situation that we ought to review the opportunities and 
develop certain scenarios. With all of these elements in 

mind, I believe we can ask legitimate questions and provide 
concrete answers to the options inherent in each one of the 
opportunities. Again, I would like to pose some concrete 
questions to three of the opportunities: 


Opportunity I: 


a) Is it politically wise to attract more Francophones 
since the Ministry has signaled already that our 
population will be less than 50% English-speaking in 
a few years? 


b) 


C) 


d) 


e) 


Should we perhaps attempt to gain a greater share of 
the English-speaking CEGEP graduates? 


How do we deal with the demand for our quota 
programmes from the anglophone and francophone 
communities? All things being equal, should one be 
given priority over the other? 


Shall we allocate resources primarily to disciplines 
attracting francophone students? 

Shall we allocate resources '... to enable students to 
acquire a working proficiency in English and 
French'? 


Opportunity III: 


a) 


b) 


c) 


d) 


Notwithstanding the fact that the English universities 
in Montreal, according to the Ministry, are .022 
above the space norms, it is evident that Concordia 
University needs additional space. Within the context 
of Concordia University as a two-campus operation, 
how could we best use our space in order to make 
maximum use of these two distinctive settings? 


If we consider the Loyola campus to be an asset, 
should we not ask Faculties other than Arts and 
Science to play an active role on that campus? 
Presuming that the great demand for our Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration lies in its reputation 
rather than its location, should we not move the 
thrust of that operation to the Loyola campus? 
Concurrently, could we not move the thrust of the 
Computer Science component of the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science to Loyola, given 
its natural links not only with Commerce and 
Administration, but indeed to all of higher education, 
so that that Faculty would also have a presence on 
both campuses? 


Given the technological revolution we are 
experiencing as a result of the computer, should we 
not reconsider seriously the role of the library in the 
university of the future - and make a clear 
differentiation between study space and information 
access and retrieval? 


Have we determined to make our physical resources 
community resources as well, and how is that 
reflected in our planning? 


Opportunity V: 


a) Given our track record in research, compared to 
other Montreal universities, to what extent should we 
increase resource allocation in this area? 


b) Assured that the criteria would do justice to the very 
different kinds of research conducted at this 
university, should we then allocate resources to areas 
with recognized research expertise? What provisions 
should we make to allow areas that are 
‘teaching-intensive' to develop also their research 
capabilities? 


c) Given our commitment '... to exploit opportunities 
that reflect the economic, social and technological 
priorities of government and industry in Quebec and 
Canada, particularly in areas of high technology,’ 
and '... to expand the number of graduate students 
3% to 5% a year primarily in programs related to 
employment opportunities - subject to government 
initiatives affecting Quebec-wide goals' and mindful 
of our efforts to service better Montreal's 
Anglophone and Francophone communities, should 
we then allocate resources to those graduate 
programs only where at least 80% of the 
constituency is composed of native anglophones and 
francophones? 


Mr. Chairman, I believe we have in these opportunities matter for 
debate. As I have indicated, many questions can be asked - what is 
needed are concrete answers. I believe it is imperative that we 
review the opportunities seriously so as to arrive at a clear image of 
what Concordia University will be in the year 2001/2002 and so as 
to ensure that its distinctiveness, in every aspect, will allow for its 
continued contribution to the Montreal and Quebec communities - a 
contribution which I firmly believe is essential to the very fabric of 
our society. 


In closing, Mr. Chairman, I have one request to make of this body 
and of the members of our University community. Differences of 
opinion obviously exist, and in some cases, very strong differences 
of opinion . Too often in the past year these sentiments have been 
dictated towards individuals rather than toward issues. If so partisan 
a forum as parliament can ensure that issues, rather than 
personalities, are debated, then one can hope for the same modicum 
of behaviour in so sophisticated and serene a forum as academia. 


To quote Sallust - Tantum modo incepto opus esse; cetera res 
expediet." 


Dean Taddeo, was commended on his presentation and the feeling was 
expressed that the kind of information which he provided was extremely 
important and should contribute to the discussion to a great extent. 
Furthermore, it was the kind of information that the committees, which have 
been working on the various documents, have had ample advantage of; it 
was information that people have been asking for since last October; and 
one would much prefer to have that kind of knowledge before proceding 
with the discussion. The Steering Committee was also commended for the 
Counterpoints contained in document US-83-1-DI which, it was felt, were 
much more specific and much more discussable than the Key Elements from 
the Phase II, Mission Study Report. It was further stated that the Key 
Elements were vague and were unrepresentative in that several key elements 
that students would have liked to have discussed were not included in the 
format. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien explained that document US-83-1-D1] 
was a proposal by the Steering Committee to Senate for a framework of 
discussion. It was the view of the Steering Committee that it would be most 
useful to consider the 5 Mission proposals and the document itself was 
meant to be an introduction to the topics and as it were, a way of attempting, 
as a kick-off, to point out the significance of the topics. That is, Steering 
Committee's recommendation was that Senate should consider the 5 
proposed Missions and end up, in the not too distant future, either agreeing 
with them, rejecting them, stating that they should be amended or added to, 
etc. Furthermore, it was the responsibility of the Steering Committee to 
organize the business of Senate as best it can and it was now up to Senate to 
decide whether or not to proceed in the manner proposed by the Steering 
Committee. 


In response to a question as to the eventual disposition of Senate's views, 
Dr. O'Brien advised that some appropriate report, based on whatever Senate 
does, would be forwarded to the Board of Governors,, probably for the 
April, 1983, meeting of the Board. In addition, the academic administration 
of the University would take cognizance of whatever happens at Senate, and 
elsewhere, and would also make some report to the Board at that time. That 
is, information on whatever Senate has to say, would go directly to the 
Board, and it would also go to the academic administration of the 
University, which_ would likewise be saying something to the Board in 
much the same fashion. He further advised that, in reaction to whatever 
Senate and others might say during the next month or two, a revised version 
of the Phase II Report would probably be prepared. It would be somewhat 
exaggerated to refer to that as Phase III, because it would really be a 
reconsideration and a revision of Phase IJ, and, to his mind at least, that 
was the immediate issue, i.e., determining whether or not the University 
was in favour of a particular Mission. Another thing that would have to be 
done, presumably during the second term, would be to draw the 
implications for specific action that would logically follow subsequently to 
deciding on the specific Mission of the University and he would not be at all 
surprised to find that that, in fact, ends up being called Phase IIL. 


In response to another question, Dr. O'Brien stated that ultimately it would 
be the Board of Governors, with the advice of Senate, that would adopt a 
revised Phase II Report. In addition, the simple answer to the question as to 
who would draft a revised Report, was that it would be himself. The more 
complex answer, however, was that it would depend upon the input to the 
various concepts that would occur during the next two or three months and 
although ultimately the responsibility would be on the Board of Governors 
to pull together and tidy up all of the various elements, it was obvious that 
no thirty member body actually writes documents. Consequently, he 
proposed to see that the appropriate document would be prepared for the 
Board level and he also proposed to use whatever input there may be to that, 
which obviously meant that at this point in time it was impossible for him to 
say precisely how it would be prepared or exactly what the content of it 
would be. 


It was explained that the feeling of the Senate Steering Committee was that 
if the results of the deliberation of Senate could be available by mid-March, 
those results or findings could then be presented to the Board of Governors 
at that time. The planning of the Steering Committee was to have a 
discussion of this particular issue at today's meeting, and at the February 
meeting, and if necessary, to have a special meeting in March in order to 
complete the Senate discussion. This would represent 7 or 8 hours of 
discussion time, which should provide sufficient time for all members of 
Senate to be able to air their views. That is, a special meeting in mid-March 
would represent a time closure for Senate discussion, if needs be, although 
not necessarily. 


Concern was expressed over the fact that the Phase II document was written 
up by a Steering Committee consisting predominantly, if not almost 
exclusively, of senior academic and non-academic administrators, and that 
the Phase III report would be put together by a group of administrators, 
with absolutely no student participation. It was stated that there were a lot of 
issues and concerns that the students would like to raise, including 
questions on the status of women in the University; the lack of priorities 
with respect to service areas; infra-structure problems with academic 
services; and the whole question of-priority setting; and it was argued that 
we have to start addressing some of the ways in which we can coherently 
discuss these issues and concerns in a coherent fashion with all members of 
the University community. 


It was stated that one appreciated the points of view that have been 
expressed, but at the same time it was felt that what Senate was really 
involved in at the moment was a rather tedious debate on how or what to 
debate. Consequently, it was suggested that the Senate meeting should 
either be adjourned, or more preferably, Senate should adopt the Senate 
Steering Committee's recommendations on how we 

should proceed, (document US-83-1-Dl). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. MARTIN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT SENATE PROCEED WITH THE DISCUSSION IN 


83-1-6 


THE MANNER RECOMMENDED BY THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
(DOCUMENT US-83-1-Dl). 


It was explained again that basically the Steering Committee was 
recommending that the format for discussion would be to consider each of 
the 5 Key Elements from the Phase II, Mission Study Report, in the light of 
the Counterpoints presented by the Steering Committee, (document 
US-83-1-Dl). It was also stressed that-this was a proposed format for 
discussion and it did not necessarily mean excluding from the discussion, 
the data and thoughts presented by Dean Taddeo or the concerns and 
thoughts of student representatives on Senate. - 


In response to a concern raised over the possibility that Senate discussion 
and approval of the 5 Key Elements at today's meeting might be taken to 
mean Senate's approval of the Phase II Mission Study Report, Dr. O'Brien 
explained that it was his understanding that for the next little while there 
would not be any motions on the table and consequently Senate would not 
be voting to approve these specific proposals. Rather, we were going to 
have a discussion on each of the proposals, in order to elucidate what they 
mean and what their significance might be. What Senate actually chooses to 
vote and to recommend, would have to be decided after we have gone 
through this initial discussion. His own personal guess was that Senate 
would not reach the point of deciding anything at this particular meeting, but 
that we would begin to have specific motions on the Report at the next 
Senate meeting. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Senate was advised that the student Senators wished to make a procedural 
motion concerning a recommitment to the Steering Committee of Phase II of 
the University Mission Study. This would be followed by a second motion 
concerning the composition of the Peat Marwick Study Group Steering 
Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MR. SNOW, 
THAT WHEREAS SENATE HAS EXPRESSED A GREAT DEAL OF 
DISSATISFACTION WITH THE CONTENTS OF THE PEAT 
MARWICK IIT REPORT; WHEREAS SENATE NEEDS THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF WELL-DEFINED PROPOSALS IN ORDER TO 
HELP STRUCTURE THE FUTURE OF THE UNIVERSITY; BE IT 
RESOLVED THAT SENATE REQUIRES A RECONSIDERATION OF 
THE PROPOSALS OUTLINED IN THE PEAT MARWICK II REPORT 
BY THE PEAT MARWICK STEERING COMMITTEE IN ORDER TO 
REFOCUS THE DIRECTION OF THIS REPORT. 


In response to a question concerning the relationship between the motion 
which Senate had just passed and the motion now on the floor, Dr. O'Brien 
stated that one could either interpret the motion on the floor as being in 
contradiction with the motion to proceed with discussion, which was just 
passed, or alternatively, it could be interpreted as a motion which, while not 
literally a motion to table, would nonetheless have a large part of that effect, 


in the sense that it was a motion to recommit, or, in effect to supercede the 
discussion at this point. If the motion on the floor was passed, he presumed 
that Senate would be finished with this Agenda item for today and for some 
little time into the future. 


The discussion which ensued centered on the question of whether or not the 
motion on the floor was, in fact, a motion to table. 


It was suggested that if the Chair was going to rule on whether or not the 
motion on the floor was in conflict with the previous motion which Senate 
has passed, such ruling should be as flexible as possible to allow at least 
some opportunity to consider the motion before disposing of it on a 
procedural ruling, in order to avoid further polarization, which one was 
already beginning to detect in Senate. 


Dr. O'Brien expressed the feeling that one way or the other, Senate was 
going to end up voting on this. If he were to rule it out of order on 
procedural grounds, that ruling would be appealed and Senate would vote 
on whether to uphold the ruling or not, so that either de facto or de jure 
Senate was going to end up expressing itself on the matter. Consequently, 
he was inclined not to make an immediate ruling, in order to give Senate an 
opportunity to develop some sense as to what it really wanted to do or to 
accomplish around this matter. 


Comments, issues, and concerns which arose during continued debate, 
centered on the necessity for Senate discussion on the Key Elements and 
Counterpoints contained in document US-83-1-DI; the rationale for the 
motion on the floor; and a mechanism for ensuring student input into the 
process of revising the Phase II Mission Study Report. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he would like, with Senate's permission, to say 
something about the whole process, past and present, on strategic planning 
for the University and perhaps make some comment as to where Senate 
might usefully go with respect to these things, at the present moment. First, 
however, he felt that he should rule on the admissibility, or other-wise, of 
the motion on the floor. 


THE CHAIR RULED THAT THE MOTION WAS IN ORDER. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that his ruling was based much less on the 
technicalities of the "rules of order" as to whether or not the motion was in 
order, but rather on the belief that the purposes of Senate would be much 
better served by accepting the motion and voting on it, and passing it or not 
passing it, than by moving the issues aside on technical grounds. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he felt that it would be useful for him to recite his 
version of the history of the Peat Marwick/Fahey process, in order to give 
some meaning to his conclusions as to where we were at the moment. He 
advised that the Peat Marwick and Fahey approaches, emerged separately 
and independently in much the same time period, many months ago. In 
consequence, some people may say that they were contradictory and that 


therefore we should have had one or the other, but not both. Others might 
say that by having two processes at work, in much the same area, there 
would be a much better chance of getting something produced out of the 
whole process. He was personally inclined to rally to the second point of 
view, because he believed that something has been produced from the 
whole process and notwithstanding the fact that what has been produced 
from each of the two parts was quite substantially different, we were better 
off for having both of them available, However, there was no denying the 
fact that a great deal of confusion has resulted from having both of them. 


He explained that the Fahey Committee was established fundamentally for 
two overlapping-reasons. One reason was that at the time it was formed, 
i.e., in December 1981, there was every probability that by the following 
September, we would be in the middle of a major financial crisis, and it was 
highly desirable to have by September, more indications of the academic 
priorities of the University than what happened to be available at that time. 


Mercifully, we were not in that kind of financial crisis and, therefore, that 
purpose evaporated between December 1981, and September 1982, when 
the Report was presented. The second reason, which was the more 
fundamental and long term one, was that any proposal on the priorities of 
the University, would be useful to have for longer term purposes as well. 
Consequently, even when it became evident that the financial crisis was 
receding, it seemed worthwhile to let the process continue and get the 
Report that would come forth. When the Report became available, it had 
very little to say on the academic priorities of the University, and a great 
deal to say on various organizational and administrative matters of the 
University. He stated that he was greatly disappointed by this, because, 
while there were certainly different ways of approaching the question of 
planning and it may not ultimately make all that much difference in which 
particular fashion we approached it, what had been conceived of in that 
Report, was not there, i.e., some recommendations, however imperfect, as 
to where the priorities of the University should lie for the next decade. 
Rather, what we have, was a very different kind of document which was 
undoubtedly very useful for some other purpose. It was a very broad, 
thoughtful, and useful survey of a lot of issues about which people in the 
University are concerned and various ways of going at those issues, but his 
basic criticism of the document was that it approaches a lot of individual 
items, without giving us any kind of guidance or insight into what the basic 
principles and purposes of the University ought to be. 


He stated that there were to be three phases to the Peat Marwick process and 
the point that we were at, at the moment, was tolerably close to the end of 
Phase II. Basically, Phase I was to be a proposal to the University by a 
group of outsiders, based. upon their soundings in the community, and 
quite deliberately, their own point of view, as to what they thought the 
University might do for the future. While the Phase I document basically 
did that, there were a certain number of weaknesses and there were many 
criticisms of it. He personally had two fundamental criticisms to make of the 
Phase I Report. One was that in their assessment of the outside community, 
they did not cast their net widely enough, more specifically, they canvassed 


what the business community thought, but they did not canvass what the 
social services community thought, etc. He advised however, that that was 
the kind of deficiency that could be made good in Phase II. The second 
criticism was that it has merely proved yet once again, the age old truth that 
the outside world was not very adept at writing in order to communicate its 
message to the internal University community, and conversely, the internal 
University community is not very open to try to comprehend what it is that 
the outside community is trying to communicate. With respect to the eight 
possible proposals that were brought forward, it was his observation that 
they simply never got comprehended, except at a certain level in the 
University, i.e., the fact that the Report was dismissed as "motherhood", 
was certainly an indication that the consultants, in writing their Report, 
failed to communicate what they had to say. He explained that what they 
had to say simply put, was here are eight alternatives which our soundings 
and our judgement indicate might be missions for Concordia University, but 
there is no way in which Concordia can do all of those eight alternatives and 
it should therefore choose two or three from among those eight or find a 
ninth or tenth which are even better, and select which ones they ought to be. 
His impression of the debates that went on throughout the University, with 
few exceptions, was that they just did not come over in that dimension. 
What was said in those debates was that all of these things were good, 
interesting, and worthy possibilities, which was not really the question 
being asked. Rather, what was being asked was which of those eight 
alternatives really might make sense for Concordia. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the Phase II Steering Committee was to look at 
the eight alternatives in the light of whatever discussion had taken place, 
reformulate them, abandon some of them, perhaps discover others, etc. and 
come up with, at the end of Phase II, for the first time, a serious proposal 
for the University. He reiterated that the Phase I Report was not a proposal 
to the University to do what Phase I said; rather it was saying that it was 
impossible to do all of these things and therefore, which ones or others 
should be done. On the other hand, the Phase II Report was a proposal to 
the University that the University should do those things that are contained 
in the Phase II Report, and not do others. However, the Phase II document 
likewise, did not seem to have been particularly effective in getting that 
message across. 


He advised that the situation at the moment was that there were two 
documents in front of the University. One was the Fahey Report which was 
a list of nuts and bolts proposals, many of which may be individually 
worthy, but which, at the same time, were not put in any context of the 
purposes of the University. The second was the Phase I, Mission Study 
Report, which was, for the first time, a proposal to the University to do 
those things spelled out in the document. As to how Senate should now 
approach the matter, Dr. O'Brien explained that, as had been suggested 
earlier, it could either look for specific actions and in due course, generalize 
the basic principles; or Senate could state what the basic principles should 
be and from that, decide upon, justify, and explain its actions. He agreed 
that one could proceed in either way. However, what he wished to 
emphasize was that we did not have before us at the moment, a document 


that proposes specific actions. That is, the Phase II Report does not propose 
specific actions, nor did the Fahey Report have those actions in it. 


Rather, the Fahey Report has mainly various proposals around 
reorganizations of the University, which, while they were important enough 
also, were not actions saying that we should develop such and such an area, 
or that we should emphasize or de-emphasize research, etc. Moreover, what 
we did have at the moment, was a proposal for a mission for the University 
and in his opinion there were really two fundamental routes that Senate 
could take at this point. Senate could adjourn the debate for another six 
months and ask some group to deduce the logical consequences or actions 
that might follow from the basic principles found in the Phase II document, 
and then come back and look at the whole package. The other approach 
would be for Senate to decide, on the level of principle, whether it agrees or 
disagrees with these principles, recognizing fully that what was before 
Senate, was not prescriptions for action the next day, but rather that they 
were statements of principles. He stated that he was inclined to believe that 
it would be useful for Senate to consider those principles and to decide 
whether it agreed with them or not, recognizing that the actions would 
subsequently have to be defined and then worked on, with something 
emerging over the next six months. He reminded members of earlier debates 
in which specific actions were before Senate and strong criticisms were 
made at that time, that we could not take specific actions because we did not 
know the principles or the academic purposes of the University. If Senate 
now says that it cannot discuss the principles that were before it because we 
do not have the actions that would follow from them, it would in effect, be 
debating in circles. It was necessary to cut into that circle and the 
appropriate place to do so, because of what was now before Senate, was at 
the level of principles and the Phase I Report. He also expressed the hope 
that the debate would indicate that it will make some difference whether we 
adopt these principles or don't adopt them, 1.e., that there would be some 
content to the debate. 


As to what would happen over the next two or three months, Dr. O'Brien 
explained that formally speaking, this will go to the Board of Governors, 
probably in April. While the Board has not yet discussed these things in any 
depth whatsoever, he imagined that in April it would discuss the Phase II 
Report, or whatever reformulation of that Report, may be available. He felt 
that it would be useful for Senate to end up with a report on this matter to 
the Board of Governors, in whatever form might prove to be most 
convenient or most useful. 


He emphasized again that there was now, for the first time, a proposed 
mission and the useful thing for Senate to do was to decide whether or not it 
likes that mission. He further stated that he was not particularly bothered by 
the fact that the proposed mission looked familiar, because if it did look 
familiar, it was only because it was not being proposed that Concordia take 
a violent change in direction from what it has been doing. While to a certain 
extent it was a proposal to reaffirm roles that Concordia has occupied in the 
past, related to evening education, accessibility to higher education, etc., in 
that, at least in his own mind, there was some content. Citing evening 


education as an example, he pointed out that the University's commitment to 
evening education has been eroding over the recent past, i.e., if we were to 
compare that commitment today, with our commitment at the time of 
merger, a case could be made that it was less now than what it was eight 
years ago. Consequently, even that most familiar part of the proposed 
mission statement, was significant, because, if adopted it would presumably 
imply that a serious attempt would be made over the next decade to 
maintain, and in some ways, to reverse some of our practices. While most 
people would probably be prepared to accept and applaud that at the level of 
abstraction, undoubtedly there would be some who would not particularly 
like the individual actions that might have to be taken, in order genuinely, in 
action, to reaffirm a commitment to evening and part-time education, other 
than at the rhetoric level. 


In summary, he expressed the feeling that Senate should debate these things 
and end up making a report to the Board of Governors and it was in the 
content of that report, that there was an opportunity for Senate to register its 
position on whatever range of things that it decides that it wishes to register 
a position on. His personal view was that the most useful thing for Senate 
to register an opinion on ' was the five proposed mission items and if 
Senate registers its position on other things as well, they would also go to 
the Board of Governors and be on the record, I 


During the ensuing discussion it was argued that there was a certain amount 
of confusion between what was a mission and what was a priority; that 
logically speaking, if we were to agree on a mission, we could then deduce 
from that a set of priorities, followed by a series of actions; that the problem 
in many people's minds was how to deduce a set of priorities from the 
mission proposed in the Phase II Report; that we began this whole exercise 
in the full knowledge, whether explicit or implicit, that we were living in a 
time of constrained resources, that this would continue into the future, that 
we were going to have to establish priorities and as a result, anti-priorities, 
and that the mission, if there is to be one, would help us to do that; that the 
mission statements in the Phase II Report were a pretty good reflection of 
what the University was already doing and if we were going to continue to 
do precisely what we were presently doing, we will have already 
established not only our mission, but also our priorities, and perhaps a large 
number of the administrative actions have likewise been determined; that 
there was a feeling that whether we like it or not, there was going to have to 
be some change in the future; that even a reaffirmation of our commitment to 
part-time education, would be a change; and that the mission statements 
should be more explicit, they should be clear, and they should, in some 
loose fashion, be ranked for purposes of establishing priorities between 
possibly conflicting mission statements. 


In response to a question as to whether or not there would be something for 
a recomposed Peat Marwick study group to do, such as gathering together 
various reports and prepare a revised Phase II Report, Dr. O'Brien stated 
that he imagined that there would be; however, he emphasized that he did 
not envision another steering committee to undertake another major 
operation. That is, the time has come to take a position on what was 


contained in the Phase II Report, which may involve additions or 
emendations, but it would not be particularly useful to refer all of this back 
to be reworked. What would be more useful would be for Senate to have its 
debate and decide where it sees problems and what its positions are. If at 
that point Senate itself wants to draft a report to the Board of Governors, 
whether it be by the kind of committee proposed in one of the circulated 
documents or in some other way, let that be done, but let it be a report to the 
Board on what Senate's position is, on the Mission of the University. He 
further stated that if the debate turns out to indicate that only trivial 
readjustments are needed, it should not really make much difference to 
anyone as to how the document actually gets rewritten. On the other hand, if 
major changes are to be made, it would be useful for the Board, which has 
already received the Phase II Report, to also receive a statement from Senate 
that Senate thinks that the mission should not be worded as in the Report, 
but rather that it should be worded in such and such a way. Ultimately it 
would be up to the Board of Governors itself, to commission a rewriting if 
another rewriting is done. 


With respect to the motion on the floor to "recommit" the Phase II Report, 
Dr. O'Brien advised that his recommendation to Senate was that the motion 
should be defeated, that Senate proceed with the debate, and that if in due 
course Senate feels that there is a need for a body to revise and prepare a 
report, it should then set up that body to prepare a Senate report, to be sent 
to the Board, rather than to phrase this as a reformulation of the Steering 
Committee of Phase II of the Mission Study. 


During continued discussion it was stated that students had a perception of 
the University that differed from that of the academic administration and 
they had certain inherent priorities which were also different. Students 
considered such things as community based programmes, academic 
advising, etc., as priority issues and these things which were of major 
concern to students were not reflected in the Phase II Report. Consequently, 
it was very difficult for students to participate in a discussion that was aimed 
at one level, that was not substantive insofar as the students were 
concerned. It was argued that students have really not been involved in 
Phase II discussions, they have had no input to the document, could not 
understand or relate to it, and could not therefore sincerely discuss it. It was 
further explained that what many people were concerned about was not the 
acceptance of the general principles on the mission of the University, but 
rather how those general principles were going to be interpreted into action. 
The purpose of the CUSA motion, at least in part, was to ensure that 
students, faculty, and administrators, have representation for input to a 
report that determines what the specific priorities of the University are going 
to be. 


It was stated that one did not see why Senate could not express its support 
or opposition to individual proposals contained in document US-83-1-Dl 
and rephrase them, if needs be, during the Senate meeting, i.e. Senate was 
either going to vote in favour of, or against, each of the propositions, or 
attempt to change them in some way, and if that was the case, the need for 
an intermediate body, was nonexistent. It was also argued that students, 


faculty, and academic administrators, have an opportunity for discussion in 
Senate and to attempt to create another body to intercede between Senate and 
the Board of Governors, at this point in time, did not make any sense. If it 
should turn out, as a result of the debate over the next three weeks, that the 
document cannot be written in an appropriate format, then we should deal 
with that problem at that time. It was further stated that, given the lateness 
of the hour, it was doubtful that we were going to have any meaningful 
debate on the five proposed mission statements at today's meeting. 
Consequently, it was suggested that the chair should set a time limit to the 
debate on the motion on the floor and then we should vote on it. If the 
motion is accepted, presumably the Senate debate would be over for the 
next six months to a year; if the motion is rejected, we should end today's 
session and begin the next meeting with a clear resolve that we were going 
to start to debate these five issues. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien reiterated that there was not, at this 
moment, a group of people, or a continuation of the Phase IT Mission Study 
Steering Committee, forging ahead with Phase III. That is, at this point, 
work was not going ahead on deciding on priorities or working out the 
logical implications, etc., although such a committee might be put together, 
or the senior administration of the University might conceivably at some 
point take that up. Simply put, there was not a Steering Committee waiting 
to revise the mission statement and submit it to the Board, but he could 
reactivate a Steering Committee relatively quickly to do that, if it appeared 
necessary to do so at some point. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that procedurally, it would be useful for Senate to 
first of all, vote against the motion on the floor and, given the lateness of the 
hour, to proceed at the next meeting to discuss the five points in document 
US-83-1-DI, as has already been decided by Senate. In addition, given that 
the structure of those five points will not necessarily bring up all of the 
issues which the students were concerned with having reflected in a mission 
statement, it would be useful for Senate, as a next step, to undertake to 
discuss whatever specific issues the students want to raise as agenda items. 
That is, if the students were to submit, in writing, the issues that they were 
concerned about, these could then be added as points 6, 7, 8, etc., to the 
five points listed in document US-83-1-DI. Finally, this was to end up as a 
report to the Board of Governors and it was up to Senate to decide as to 
how that report would actually get formulated. Senate could either decide to 
establish a Senate Committee constituted in the manner proposed by the 
students to draft the report to the Board, or in whatever other way it might 
appear to be useful for Senate at that particular time. This process would get 
before Senate the concerns of all of the Senate elements and it would then 
allow Senate to bring forth a report to the Board, which would end up 
looking like whatever it will look like, and we would have, in effect, a 
Senate proposed mission statement. 


THE MOTION TO REFER THE REPORT BACK TO THE PEAT 
MARWICK STEERING COMMITTEE, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
NOT CARRIED. 


83-1-7 


83-1-8 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MR. 
ARNKVARN, THAT WHEREAS INCREASING POLARIZATION 
WITHIN THE CONCORDIA COMMUNITY WILL THREATEN THE 
COLLEGIALITY WHICH HAS LONG BEEN ASSOCIATED WITH 
ACADEMIA; WHEREAS ONE OF OUR GOALS MUST BE TO BETTER 
UTILIZE THOSE ASSETS TO DEVELOP A UNIVERSITY THAT WILL 
HOLD BOTH THE ALLEGIANCE OF THOSE INSIDE IT, AND THE 
RESPECT AND LOYALTY OF THE COMMUNITY OUTSIDE; 
WHEREAS BY CLEARLY DECIDING WHICH DIRECTIONS WE 
WANT TO TAKE - AND DETERMINING THE BEST MEANS OF 
DOING SO - OUR FACULTY, STAFF AND STUDENTS CAN BE 
ASSURED OF MAKING CONCORDIA AN INSTITUTION THAT IS 
NOT ONLY PROUD OF ITS ROOTS, BUT CONFIDENT OF ITS 
FUTURE; WHEREAS SENATE IS THE HIGHEST ACADEMIC BODY 
OF THE UNIVERSITY AND MUST TAKE THE LEADING ROLE IN 
THE DETERMINATION OF THE ACADEMIC FUTURE OF THE 
UNIVERSITY; BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE COMPOSITION OF THE 
PEAT MARWICK STUDY GROUP STEERING COMMITTEE BE 
CHANGED TO FIVE MEMBERS OF THE FACULTY ELECTED BY 
SENATE; FIVE STUDENTS DELEGATED BY CUSA AND THE GSA 
AND FIVE MEMBERS OF THE ADMINISTRATION APPOINTED BY 
THE RECTOR. FURTHERMORE ALL COMMITTEES ESTABLISHED 
BY THE STEERING COMMITTEE WILL INCLUDE STUDENT, 
FACULTY AND ADMINISTRATION REPRESENTATIVES. 


It was pointed out that the Peat Marwick Steering Committee was not a 
group which had been established by Senate and consequently, the motion 
on the floor was, in effect, an expression of the opinion of Senate that the 
group should be reformulated in the manner proposed in the motion. 


During discussion on the motion, it was argued that it had not yet been 
determined that there would be a purpose for establishing such a Steering 
Committee; that a Steering Committee did not exist at the moment and we 
should not create one until we know that the Senate debate will require one; 
that since Senate has voted against recommitting the Report to the Peat 
Marwick Steering Committee and the students now had an opportunity to 
submit their concerns for consideration at the next meeting, the motion to 
reformulate the Steering Committee was redundant; and that the motion was 
premature and should be tabled until such time as Senate has finished its 
discussion on the report which was now before it. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BRUNET, THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED UNTIL SUCH TIME AS 
SENATE FINISHES ITS DEBATE ON THE PHASE IT MISSION 
STUDY REPORT. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, 
(with-one recorded abstention). 


It was suggested that, given the lateness of the hour, it would not be 
desirable nor practical for Senate to now begin to discuss the five points in 


83-1-9 


document US-83-1-Dl. However, the feeling was expressed that it would 
be most useful to Prof. Whitelaw if he could get some Senate reaction to the 
Report from the Computer Science Committee and it was suggested 
therefore, that perhaps Senate might spend the next half hour discussing that 
Report. 


With respect to Agenda Item VII, a), - Phase II, University Mission Study, 
it was suggested that it should be considered as the first significant item on 
the Agenda for the February 18, 1983 Senate meeting and that Senate 
should begin discussion of the five points contained in document 
US-83-1-DI, as well as discussion on any additional input, including input 
from students, Faculty Councils, etc., that might become available. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BRUNET, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT DISCUSSION OF DOCUMENT US-83-1-DI, 
PLUS ANY ADDITIONAL INPUT TO THAT DOCUMENT THAT 
MIGHT BECOME AVAILABLE, BE THE FIRST SUBSTANTIVE ITEM 
ON THE AGENDA FOR THE SENATE MEETING OF FEBRUARY 18, 
1983. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the next meeting of the Senate Steering Committee 
would be on Tuesday, February 8, 1983, and if there was going to be any 
additional input available, it would be highly useful for the Steering 
Committee to have it in advance of that meeting. In particular, he urged 
student members to submit, in writing, any major points that they might 
wish to raise, for consideration by the Steering Committee at its next 
meeting. 


Adjournment 


The meeting adjourned at 4:30 p.m., due to the loss of a quorum. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate. 


